The current investigation examined the predictive strength of family processes (closeness, support, and monitoring) both for low self-control and for a variety of deviance measures based on data from youth in seven different cultural and national groups (N = 8,997) from Hungary, Japan, the Netherlands, Switzerland, and the United States (nonrural high school, rural high school in the "Black Belt," and university students). Findings from multigroup structural equation modeling analyses provided consistent support for highly similar patterns of associations among family processes, low self-control, and deviance measures across groups. In addition, they also indicated that family processes had both direct and indirect effects, through low self-control, on deviance. Together, family processes and low self-control explained between 25% and 36% of the variance in deviance across samples, net the effects by age, sex, family structure, and socioeconomic status.
. The empirical evidence does provide support for the low self-control-deviance relationship; however, the evidence about the importance of family and other socialization effects on self-control remains tentative and limited at best.
In a recent paper on the importance of family processes in the development of self-control, Hope, Grasmick, and Pointon (2003) noted a general paucity of research examining the antecedents of low self-control consistent with self-control theory (for the same argument, see Pratt et al., 2004) . In other words, most studies to date, with a few exceptions reviewed subsequently, have focused on the self-control-deviance relationship and have not included the family in empirical tests of the theory. This is so despite the fact that Gottfredson and Hirschi clearly point to the importance of the family as the primary socializing agent responsible for the development of self-control. Alternatively, they emphasize how the absence of effective socialization results in a lack of individual self-control. In the current investigation, we were interested in addressing this gap in the research by examining the interplay among the family, low self-control, and deviance. In addition, we were interested in a second key theoretical proposition, namely whether this interplay held across different cultural and national samples. The theory predicts that the importance of family processes and self-control should not vary across contexts. Thus, our study employed a comparative approach that included seven different samples of middle and late adolescents from Hungary, Japan, the Netherlands, Switzerland, and the United States (nonrural high school sample, rural African American high school sample, and college students). Gottfredson and Hirschi (2001) have written extensively about the origins of selfcontrol, acknowledging the importance of research during the past half century since the seminal work by the Gluecks on the effects of early childhood socialization experiences and family processes:
WHERE SELF-CONTROL COMES FROM
All of us, it appears, are born with the ability to use force and fraud in pursuit of our private goals. Small children can and do lie, bite, whine, hit, and steal. They also sometimes consider horrendous crimes they are too small to carry off. By the age of eight or ten, most of us learned to control such tendencies to the degree necessary to get along at home and school. Others, however, continue to employ the devices of children to engage in behavior inappropriate to their age. The differences observed at ages 8 to 10 tend to persist from then on. Good children remain good. Not so good children remain a source of concern to their parents, teachers, and eventually to the criminal justice system. These facts lead us to conclude that low self-control is natural and that self-control is acquired in the early years of life. (p. 90) Similarly, Hirschi (2004) has recently described the "child-rearing model" in the following manner (for a more detailed discussion on the importance of family processes and functioning in the socialization of self-control, see Hirschi, 1994): This [child rearing] model coincides beautifully with the (apparent) results of delinquency research, in which a lack of parental supervision, discipline, and affection are found to be major predictors of offending. The idea is that the child is taught "self control" by parents or other responsible adults at an early age, and that this trait is subsequently highly resistant to extinction. (p. 541) Thus, child rearing-the particular family climate, associated family processes, and specific parenting behaviors-are key to the socialization of self-control; in the absence of positive family processes and associated positive socialization effects by parents or by other important adults in the lives of children, individuals effectively never learn to delay gratification, to be sensitive to others, to plan for tomorrow, and so forth. Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990) have identified three minimum conditions necessary to teach children self-control, namely "someone must 1) monitor the child's behavior; 2) recognize deviant behavior when it occurs; and 3) punish such behavior" (p. 97). They also specify a necessary precursor to monitoring, namely that parents or caretakers are affectively attached to the child (closeness) and are concerned for the child's welfare (support or instrumental behaviors). In effect, when affectively close (attachment) and caring relationships exist between parents or caregivers and their children, the recognition of deviant behaviors and disciplinary actions are assumed to be a natural consequence, in most cases.
THE FAMILY → → LOW SELF-CONTROL → → DEVIANCE
Few empirical studies have met the empirical challenge to test this central tenet of the theory of how self-control develops. Most of these few efforts have been published very recently (e.g., Hay, 2001; Hope et al., 2003; Perrone et al., 2004; Pratt et al., 2004) , but a few were completed earlier (e.g., Cochran, Wood, Sellers, Wilkerson, & Chamlin, 1998; Polakowski, 1994) . Even fewer studies have examined whether in addition to the importance of the family for the development of low self-control, family processes (e.g., parental supervision) have indirect effects through self-control on measures of crime, deviance, and analogous behaviors (e.g., Gibbs, Giever, & Higgins, 2003; Gibbs, Giever, & Martin, 1998; Polakowski, 1994) . In general, findings from these studies have been in support of the General Theory of Crime and consistent with the hypothesized relationships among variables, though some investigations have also provided mixed evidence. We believe that, in part, inconclusive findings may have been related to four methodological or analytic differences issues, namely (a) different operationalizations of key constructs (low self-control) related to existing data sets versus ones developed to specifically test self-control theory (i.e., how self-control was assessed), (b) measurement issues (ranging from single-item indicators versus latent constructs based on multi-item scales), (c) samples and sample differences (national data sets, such as the National Longitudinal Survey of Youth [NLSY] or the Add Health data set, some relatively modest local samples, and some college student samples), and (d) differences in the analytic approach used (ordinary least squares [OLS] regressions, logistic regressions, path analyses, and structural equation modeling [SEM] ). On this latter issue, employing manifest variables only in regressions or path analyses, for instance, may simply limit the potential for the discovery of the "true" effect sizes (if they exist) between constructs, something that latent models approximate more closely, though findings should not differ substantively.
Studies that tested direct effects by family processes on self-control indicated that poor parental supervision or monitoring were negatively associated with low self-control (but see Pratt et al., 2004 , who found positive associations between monitoring and low selfcontrol based on a subsample of the NLSY; this may have been related to conditioning effects by neighborhood). In addition, higher levels of attachment, or what some studies called involvement, were also negatively associated with low self-control, though more modestly so (Benda, 2002; Cochran et al., 1998; Gibbs et al., 1998 Gibbs et al., , 2003 Hay, 2001; Hope et al., 2003; Perrone et al., 2004; Polakowski, 1994; Unnever, Cullen, & Pratt, 2003) . Furthermore, studies that examined family process effects on measures of deviance have found some support for the theory's prediction. Theoretically, family processes should be related to and predictive of self-control and maintain both direct and indirect effects on measures of deviance. In addition, there is no conceptual or theoretical reason to assume that self-control should or would absorb all the effects of parenting or family processes, thus rendering self-control as the sole predictor of deviance. However, it appears to be a common misinterpretation in the literature that self-control should be the one and only predictor. Clearly, Gottfredson and Hirschi have specified repeatedly that self-control is a probabilistic construct useful in the explanation of crime, deviance, and analogous acts; they never hypothesized that it is the only predictor or that it absorbs all effects of antecedent explanatory constructs. This leaves open whether family processes maintain direct and indirect effects-they may or may not, and this seems of limited consequence to the theory itself. Because the authors of the theory did not specify in particular whether direct effects exist once self-control is accounted for, this simply appears to be an empirical question. Thus, to assume that parental monitoring or any other parenting or family process measure no longer maintains any effect on adolescent behaviors above and beyond self-control effects is both implausible and a theoretical misinterpretation.
The studies that have tested this question have found evidence both consistent and inconsistent with our theoretical interpretation. For example, based on OLS analyses that included measures of parental management (monitoring and discipline), self-control, and measures of deviance, Gibbs and colleagues (1998) found evidence of effectively full mediation by self-control of parenting effects on deviance. This implied that family processes no longer had a significant effect on measures of deviance once self-control was part of the model. In a later study, Gibbs and colleagues (2003) found evidence of partial mediation, a model where family processes maintained a significant direct effect on measures of deviance even when self-control was part of the model (for similar findings, see Benda, 2002; Hay, 2001; Perrone et al., 2004; Unnever et al., 2003) .
There is one final issue important in empirical tests of self-control theory. Almost no previous work has examined multiple family processes simultaneously, such as the effects of both attachment and monitoring, for example, to test their direct impact on self-control and their indirect effects on measures of crime and deviance (e.g., Benda, 2002; Cochran et al., 1998) . The importance of assessing and testing these two or more dimensions of parenting rests on three main issues. First, self-control theory specifies attachment or closeness and monitoring and discipline as key in the understanding of how adequate self-control develops. Secondly, because most studies have tested only monitoring or only monitoring and discipline, they are missing a theoretically very important dimension, the affective one. Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990) have emphasized that the affective tie between children or youth and their parents is effectively a necessary precondition for other parenting strategies to exist and to be employed as part of socialization efforts. Thus, a parent who does not sufficiently care about a child or enjoy a close relationship will also not monitor his or her behavior, nor will the parent recognize and punish deviant conduct. This is an issue and shortcoming in almost all studies to date, which Hay (2001) also recognized when he noted that although "discipline and monitoring are critical to the formation of self-control . . . the mere presence of discipline and monitoring is not sufficient . . . [and] that self-control theory's conceptualization of effective parenting is incomplete" (p. 722). Finally, it is both an empirical and a substantive and theoretically interesting question whether multiple parenting dimensions known to be important in the development of self-control in effect each additively contribute to our understanding of the etiology of self-control and deviance.
THE CURRENT INVESTIGATION
Most studies reviewed provide some empirical support for the importance of parenting or family processes in the development of self-control and thus also in deviance. Yet firm conclusions about these relationships remain tentative because of differences in samples, measurement, and analytic approaches. In the end, because of the inconsistent and, at times, conflicting evidence to date, this remains a set of open empirical questions, one that certainly has theoretical important implications. Thus, we sought to add to this literature by simultaneously examining the importance of a number of family processes (closeness, support, and monitoring) on the development of self-control (direct effects) and also on measures of deviance (indirect effects). In addition, we sought to add to it by employing a cross-cultural and cross-national comparative approach.
One of the hallmarks of science is replication and generalization. Our work specifically extended previous efforts and tested core theoretical predictions by self-control theory based on seven different samples that included middle and late adolescents. Our study also tested the theoretical prediction by self-control theory that these relations should not vary by culture, race, or nationality (Vazsonyi, 2003a (Vazsonyi, , 2003b . Though previous work has provided evidence of the generalizability of the self-control-deviance association across different cultural and racial groups in the United States (e.g., Vazsonyi & Crosswhite, 2004) and across different national contexts (e.g., Vazsonyi et al., 2001 ) based on direct comparisons, no previous work exists that examines family processes, self-control, and measures of deviance across cultures or nations.
METHOD PARTICIPANTS
Anonymous self-report data were collected from 8,997 youth part of the International Study of Adolescent Development and Problem Behaviors (Vazsonyi et al., 2001 (Vazsonyi et al., , 2003 . Data were collected from middle and late adolescents in medium-sized cities in Hungary (n = 826), Japan (n = 344), the Netherlands (n = 1,244), Switzerland (n = 3,819), and the United States (n = 2,764). Countries were selected for participation based on known legal, political, economic, and social differences (United Nations Development Programme, 1996) , despite the fact that they are developed nations. Convenience samples were identified based on existing or new collaborations. Thus, the comparative effort was in effect a natural experiment, one that allowed tests of theoretical propositions across different developmental contexts known to be different.
In targeted cities and schools, all students were invited to participate. For example, in Switzerland, most youth either attend a Gymnasium or a teacher's college or complete an apprenticeship. Therefore, the total population in all three of these schools was invited for participation. This approach ensured the identification of fairly representative samples. In European schools, response rates ranged from 73% to 95% across schools. Data in Japan were collected in 14 university health science classes; no students declined participation . The three samples from United States included freshman and sophomore community college and university students (n = 1,273), nonrural high school students from a small city (n = 802), and rural African American high school students (n = 689).
Response rates ranged from 67% to 77% (for additional sample details, see Vazsonyi, 2003b; Vazsonyi & Crosswhite, 2004; Vazsonyi et al., 2001) .
Descriptive statistics by country of background variables (age, sex, family structure, primary wage earner, and family income) are included in Table 1 . Samples from the Netherlands and Hungary were slightly younger than those from Switzerland and the United States. Most participants reported a traditional family structure consisting of two biological parents; American youth indicated the lowest percentage of traditional families. Measures of socioeconomic status (SES) indicated great similarity among European samples and a comparatively higher level of SES in the U.S. nonrural samples.
PROCEDURES
A standard data collection protocol was followed across all study locations. The study was approved by a university institutional review board and consisted of a self-report data collection instrument that included instructions on how to complete the survey, a description of the project, and assurances of anonymity. The questionnaires were administered in classrooms by project staff or teachers who had received extensive verbal and written instructions. This was done to maintain a standardized protocol across all study locations. Students had a 1-to 2-hour period to complete the survey. Much attention was given to the development of the survey instrument, particularly by developing new or employing existing behavioral measures that could be used cross-culturally without losing nuances or changing meanings. To illustrate with some concrete examples from the deviance measure: although it may have been appropriate to ask European youth about the theft of mopeds, American adolescents generally are unaware of this mode of transportation. On the other hand, although Americans use check writing as legal tender, most Europeans have never written a check. The survey was translated from English into the target languages (Dutch, German, Hungarian, and Japanese) and back translated by bilingual translators. Surveys were examined by additional bilingual translators, and when translation was difficult or ambiguous, consensus was used to produce the final translation.
MEASURES
Participants in all countries were asked to fill out the same questionnaire including demographic variables (age, sex, family structure, and socioeconomic indicators), measures of family processes, and measures of adjustment.
Age. Adolescents indicated their birth month and year. To maintain anonymity, the 15th of each month was used to calculate participants' ages.
Sex. Participants were asked to indicate their gender. Responses were given as 1 (male) or 2 (female).
Family structure. Adolescents were asked, "Which of the following home situations best applies to you?" Responses included 1 (biological parents), 2 (biological mother only), 3 (biological father only), 4 (biological mother and stepfather), 5 (biological father and stepmother), 6 (biological parent and significant other), and 7 (other). For purposes of sample description, in Table 1 these responses were collapsed. However, all seven response categories were utilized when the variable was used as a control. i. Dutch: 40,000-70,000 NLG; Hungarian: 300,000-500,000 HUF; Swiss: 30,000-60,000 CHF; Japanese: 2.4-4.2 million yen. j. Dutch: 70,000-120,000 NLG; Hungarian: 500,000-900,000 HUF; Swiss: 60,000-90,000 CHF; Japanese: 4.2-7.2 million yen. k. Dutch: 120,000-300,000 NLG; Hungarian: 900,000-1,500,000 HUF; Swiss: 90,000-120,000 CHF; Japanese: 7.2-12.0 million yen. l. Dutch: 300,000 NLG or more; Hungarian: 1,500,000 HUF or more; Swiss: 120,000 CHF or more; Japanese: 12.0 million yen or more.
SES. This variable was computed based on two items. The first item asked students to indicate, "From the following options, please select an estimated annual income of your family." Responses ranged from 1 (under $20,000 for the U.S. sample) to 5 ($100,000+ for the U.S. sample). An appropriately rescaled family income range was provided for each country. The values used for the United States were not simply converted, as levels of income are substantially lower in Hungary, for example, or substantially higher in Switzerland. Equivalent response options were provided in each country in local currency (Dutch guilders, Hungarian forints, Japanese yen, or Swiss francs; see Table 1 ). This procedure maintained the intent of developing an appropriate rank ordering of family income across the samples. Second, adolescents were asked to indicate the job type of the primary wage earner in their family. Responses were given on a 6-point scale ranging from 1 (laborer) to 6 (executive). Items were standardized and combined to compute a mean score of SES (e.g., Capaldi, Stoolmiller, Clark, & Owen, 2002) .
Family processes. Family processes were assessed by the Adolescent Family Process Measure (AFP; see Appendix A). Extensive psychometric work has been completed on the measure and published (Vazsonyi et al., 2003) , including explanatory factor analyses (EFAs) and confirmatory factor analyses (CFAs) on the samples part of this study. This work provided two key pieces of evidence salient for the current study. First, the instrument was both valid and reliable in the samples reported here. Second, the different family process dimensions were both conceptually and analytically independent; though different family process measures are bound to be associated, the evidence suggested that there existed sufficient justification to treat them separately. The items part of the AFP asked about adolescents' perceptions of their relationship with their mother (or stepmother or female caretaker). Though fathers or male caretakers are also salient in the lives of youth, we focused on mothers or female caretakers for two main reasons. First, research has documented that mothers occupy the central role in the socialization of children and youth. Second, almost all youth included in the investigation resided with their mother, whereas a sizeable portion did not reside with their father. For purposes of this investigation, three of the original six subscales were hypothesized to be related to low self-control: closeness, support, and monitoring. Responses for closeness (six items), support (four items), and monitoring (four items) were given on a 5-point scale, ranging from 1 (strongly disagree), to 5 (strongly agree). Responses for the support subscale were reverse coded so that a high score indicated a large amount of support. Mean scores were computed for each variable. Table 2 presents the number of items for each subscale along with alphas by sample (reliabilities ranged from α = .69 to α = .88 for individual subscales).
Low self-control. A revised 22-item version of Grasmick, Tittle, Bursik, and Arneklev's (1993) low self-control measure was used (Vazsonyi et al., 2001 ; see Appendix B). Extensive psychometric work (EFAs and CFAs) has been completed on the measure and published, including on samples that were part of the current study (Vazsonyi & Crosswhite, 2004; Vazsonyi et al., 2001 . This work provided evidence that the instrument was both valid and reliable in the samples reported here (cf. DeLisi, Hochstetler, & Murphy, 2002) . The measure includes six subscales: impulsiveness, simple tasks, risk seeking, physical activity, selfcenteredness, and temper. Responses were given on a 5-point, Likert-type scale, ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). All items were averaged to compute a total selfcontrol score (reliabilities ranged from α = .80 to α = .92). Deviance. Total deviance was measured by the 55-item Normative Deviance Scale (NDS; Vazsonyi et al., 2001 ; see Appendix C). The NDS assessed a broad spectrum of deviant activities and norm-violating conduct independent of cultural definitions of crime and deviance. As with the other main study constructs, this scale has been used and validated in the seven samples that are part of the current investigation (Vazsonyi & Crosswhite, 2004; Vazsonyi et al., 2001 . A total deviance score was computed by summing items measuring vandalism, alcohol use, drug use, school misconduct, general deviance, theft, and assault. Responses for all items in the NDS were given on a 5-point, Likert-type scale and identified lifetime frequency of specific behaviors. Responses included 1 (never), 2 (one time), 3 (two to three times), 4 (four to six times), and 5 (more than six times).
Consistent with self-control theory, we argue that the tested models simply represent a contemporaneous examination of the hypothesized relationships among variables. Why we suggest contemporaneousness, despite the fact that deviance measures are lifetime indicators, can be explained by the two following points. First, even though both self-control and family process measures did not explicitly use the term lifetime or a particular reference period, both scales assessed constructs with the implicit expectation that measurements were not limited to instantaneous or temporary representations but rather fairly stable indicators (e.g., of parent-adolescent support or of adolescent self-control). In other words, indicators of parental support as reported by a 16-year-old are likely to be representative of parental support that was experienced during the majority of the adolescent years and thus also representative of both levels and variability of constructs. Second, and perhaps even more important, deviance was assessed by the NDS with the explicit intent to tap into a general propensity of engaging in norm-violating behaviors. This approach is consistent with a particular worldview, one that ascribes limited importance to prevalence or incidence of behaviors and one that primarily targets the measurement of deviance propensity. The differences between the two worldviews cannot be reconciled, as neither one can successfully accommodate the other or the measurement implications. Thus, we were interested in relative rank ordering across youth, the feature that allows theory testing, and not absolute levels of deviance and crime. This elaborated position is also consistent with self-control theory itself and has been extensively discussed by Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990) : "In the cross-sectional view of crime, differences across people and their life circumstances are sufficiently stable over time that day-to-day variability is uninteresting or likely to be nothing more than measurement error" (p. 251). On the other hand, they also note that the criminal career researcher assumes that the causes of the second crime may differ from the causes of the first and third crimes, that offenders who commit five crimes may differ from those who commit two or twelve, and that differences among offenders are as significant for the causation of crime as differences between offenders and nonoffenders. (pp. 240-241) Reliability coefficients of the total deviance score ranged from α = .90 to α = .99 (see Table  2 ). As one would expect, the measure was slightly positively skewed across samples (< 2.0), in part because of the breadth of items that included both less and more serious indicators of deviance. However, skew was within the acceptable range (< 2.0). Moreover, in previous work, we have found evidence that maximum likelihood multivariate analyses provided identical results based on both transformed and untransformed data (Vazsonyi et al., 2001 ) and thus are robust to violations of normality (for a discussion of this topic, see Hayduk, 1987) .
PLAN OF ANALYSIS: THE STRUCTURAL MODEL, PARCELS, AND MULTIGROUP ANALYSES
In a first step, initial descriptive statistics were computed for demographic variables, maternal parenting processes, total low self-control, and total deviance by sample. Second, partial correlations were computed among maternal closeness, support, low self-control, and deviance, controlling for age, sex, family structure, and SES. Third, a series of structural equation models were computed for the total group and for each sample using Amos 5.0 (Arbuckle & Woethke, 1999; Byrne, 2001) . Using the FIML procedure to handle missing data, AMOS allows the model to be estimated from all observed data points and estimated missing data points. This approach, which is considered the current state of the art on handling missing data, is more efficient and introduces less bias than all other missing data procedures (e.g., listwise deletion or mean imputation; Schafer & Graham, 2002; Wothke, 2000) . Figure 1 presents the full hypothesized structural model used in this study. This model tested the direct effects by family processes on low self-control (Paths A, B, and C) and on deviance (Paths D, E, and F) and potential indirect effects of family process on deviance through low self-control (Path G). We realize that the model is in effect contemporaneous in that what theoretically is modeled as antecedent to the development of low self-control and deviance, namely family processes, were in fact assessed at the same time. However, we also believe that the model is consistent with what Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990; see also Hirschi & Gottfredson, 1983 , 1986 ) have noted about the advantages (or lack thereof) of modeling these relationships longitudinally. In other words, they predicted that these theoretically predicted relationships should also hold based on cross-sectional data. Five models were tested. In the first model, all paths were free to vary (default model). In the second model, all seven paths were constrained to equality. Model 3 constrained Paths A, B, C, and G to equality, whereas Model 4 constrained Paths D, E, F, and G to equality. Finally, Model 5 constrained Path G to 1. Model fit was assessed by the standard chi-square fit statistic and the comparative fit index (CFI; Bentler, 1992; Bentler & Dudgeon, 1996) and root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA; Browne & Cudeck, 1993; Loehlin, 1992) .
Two parcels were computed for each latent variable based on items or subscales instead of using the entire scale or subscale as a manifest indicator (Little, Cunningham, Shahar, & Widaman, 2002) . This analytic approach is known to generate more stable estimates because of reduced noise in measurement. Thus, it also improves the likelihood that complex structural analyses converge to a solution. Parceling is a controversial data analytic technique, though the controversy seems to be related to differences in worldviews on measurement or, as Little et al. (2002) suggest, philosophical differences. Little and colleagues conclude that parceling is an entirely appropriate data aggregation technique, especially when the focus is on testing constructs versus on testing how particular items perform when measuring a single construct. This position is described as the pragmatic-liberal position, one that supports the merits of aggregation to test powerful ideas over strict, rule-bound empiricism. This stands in contrast to an entirely data-driven, empiricist, and reductionist approach. These two positions are consistent with differences in worldviews, perhaps paralleling differences between positivism and postpositivism. Parcels are generally determined by assigning the most highly associated item or subscale to Parcel 1, then the next highest to Parcel 2, and so forth, based on preliminary correlational analyses or exploratory factor analyses. This approach ensures that the parcels are balanced and similar in strength, thus also contributing to model efficiency and estimation, in comparison to complete random assignment, an alternative used to develop parcels. More specifically, the closeness Parcel 1 was based on Items 1, 2, and 5 from the original AFP scale; Parcel 2 consisted of Items 3, 4, and 6 (Vazsonyi et al., 2003) . The support Parcel 1 was based on Items 8 and 9, whereas Parcel 2 consisted of Items 7 and 10. Finally, the monitoring Parcel 1 consisted of Items 12 and 13, and Parcel 2 consisted of Items 11 and 14. The low self-control parcels consisted of individual subscales. Parcel 1 included risk seeking, self-centeredness, and simple tasks subscales, whereas Parcel 2 contained impulsiveness, temper, and physical activity subscales. Deviance parcels were also developed based on subscales; Parcel 1 included vandalism, alcohol use, drug use, and general deviance subscales, whereas Parcel 2 consisted of school misconduct, theft, and assault measures. Prior to conducting latent model analyses, the adequacy of measurement models was assessed by inspecting parcel loadings on latent constructs for the total sample and for each individual sample (see Appendix D for item and subscale loadings on the parcels for the total sample).
For SEM analyses, residualized scores of study constructs were used in model tests; in other words, instead of entering background variables directly into the model as covariates or controls, each parcel score part of each latent construct was residualized by age, sex, family structure, and SES. This decision was made for two reasons. First, because of existing sample differences in age and sex, potential effects because of these variables were partialled out, which allowed a focus on the patterns of covariation between the main constructs part of the investigation. Secondly, we did not want to add a number of singleitem manifest control variables to the latent model because this would have increased the likelihood that SEM analyses would not converge to a solution because of model complexity, especially in seven-sample multigroup analyses. 
Figure 1: Hypothesized Structural Model for Relationships Among Latent Variables
Note. The measurement model shows the parcels but does not include error terms for each parcel. Paths A, B, and C predict low self-control; paths D, E, and F predict total deviance; and path G predicts total deviance by low self-control.
The series of multigroup models were tested for all seven samples using traditional multigroup analyses where the specified model was held invariant; in other words, structural paths from all seven samples were simultaneously compared in each model. The multigroup analyses produced a single chi-square for each model tested independent of the number of groups compared in the analyses; thus, ∆χ 2 scores were assessed and compared among a default model and four different constrained models and evaluated for statistically significant differences. Table 1 presents descriptive statistics (sample size, age, sex, family structure, primary wage earner, and family income) by each sample. These variables were subsequently used as control variables in partial correlation analyses and for computing the observed indicators in SEM. Mean ages ranged from 15.7 for the rural U.S. high school to 20.0 for the U.S. college sample. Of course, the Japanese, Swiss, and U.S. college samples were slightly older than the Hungarian, Dutch, and U.S. high school samples. Generally, the samples consisted of similar percentages of males and females, though the Hungarian and Swiss samples consisted of a greater percentage of males and the Japanese sample consisted of a greater percentage of females. Across samples, most adolescents reported living (or having lived, in the case of college students) with two biological parents, with one exception; most rural U.S. high school students reported living with only one biological parent. It is important to note that students were asked to think back and report on the time when they were still living at home for measures of family structure or family processes, for instance. College samples were mostly freshman and sophomores, and thus the recall period was comparatively brief.
RESULTS

DESCRIPTIVES
SES was computed using two variables, namely the profession of the primary wage earner and family income. There were a number of differences on these indicators across samples. For example, youth from the rural U.S. high school reported that the primary wage earner held a job as a laborer or a semiskilled job (30.3%), Hungarian youth reported mostly clerical and semiprofessional jobs (50.3%), and Dutch and Swiss youth reported similar numbers across job classifications that were largely middle class. Participants from the Japanese, U.S. college, and U.S. nonrural high school samples reported the highest percentage of professional and executive job classifications. Differences in percentages by job classification are generally reflected in reported family income. Table 2 presents the means, standard deviations, and reliabilities of study constructs by sample. Reliabilities estimates provided evidence that scales were internally consistent across samples. Table 3 presents the partial correlations between maternal family processes (closeness, support, and monitoring), low self-control, and deviance by sample. Maternal closeness was negatively correlated with both low self-control (r range = -.12 to -.20) and deviance (r range = -.13 to -.31), with some exceptions; closeness was not significantly related to low self-control or deviance for Japanese youth and was positively correlated with low selfcontrol for U.S. rural high school students. Maternal support was negatively related to low self-control (r range = -.19 to -. 34) and deviance (r range = -.11 to -.30) across samples. Maternal monitoring was also negatively related to low self-control (r range = -.07 to -.21) and deviance (r range = -.09 to -.38) across samples, with some exceptions; monitoring was not significantly related to low self-control or deviance for Japanese youth, and monitoring was positively correlated with low self-control for U.S. rural high school students. Low self-control was positively correlated with deviance across all samples (r range = .27 to .50). Overall, the pattern of significant correlations was supported across samples, with the strongest relationship found across countries between low self-control and deviance. However, only the relationships among support, low self-control, and deviance were significant in Japanese youth, even though the size of the effect was quite similar to the one found in other groups and was perhaps simply not significant because of a comparatively small sample size.
PARTIAL CORRELATIONS
SEM
The adequacy of measurement models for the total sample and individual samples is presented in Table 4 . Findings provided consistent evidence of high loadings of manifest variables across all latent constructs; this was found in all seven samples. Next, the latent structural model was tested (see Figure 1) . It examined the direct effects of family processes on low self-control and on deviance and the indirect effects of family process on deviance through low self-control. For this purpose, a series of five models was tested using multigroup invariance tests. Again, this meant that in Model 1, all parameters were free to vary to establish a baseline. Next, in Model 2, all structural paths were constrained to equality. In Model 3, paths ABCG were constrained to equality, whereas in Model 4, paths DEFG were constrained to equality. Finally, in Model 5, only path G was constrained to equality, whereas the remaining paths were free to vary.
Findings from these multigroup SEM analyses are presented in Tables 5, 6 , and 7. Table 5 includes model fit of the invariance tests of all five models described. Fit indices indicated that all models fit the data very well across samples (CFI range = .984-.989, RMSEA range = .016-.017). Analyses of ∆χ 2 did indicate that each of the subsequent models (2-5) were significantly different from the default model, though difference tests of alternative fit indices that are not sensitive to sample size (CFI and RMSEA) provided little evidence of differences across groups (∆CFI range: .001-.005, ∆RMSEA range: .000-.001). The most conservative invariance test, namely the model (Model 2) where all paths in the model were constrained to equality, demonstrated excellent fit (χ 2 = 769.97, χ 2 /df = 3.548, CFI = .984, RMSEA = .017), indicating that there existed few differences in how these latent constructs covaried across the seven samples. Other models (3, 4, and 5) provided similar evidence and demonstrated slightly improved fit simply because fewer parameters were constrained to equality. Table 6 includes standardized structural path coefficients from the default model (all paths free to vary). Again, coefficients are reported for the total sample and for individual samples. The coefficients demonstrated that for the direct relationship between maternal processes and low self-control, support showed the most consistent relationship with low self-control across all samples (range = -.267 to -.320); this indicated that higher maternal support was associated with decreases in low self-control. Monitoring was also negatively associated with low self-control across all seven study samples (range = -.078 to -.126). Contrary to expectations, maternal closeness did not provide any additional explanatory power above and beyond the other two measures of family process on self-control; this was found across all study samples. Structural path coefficients between family processes and deviance provided evidence that both support (range = -.096 to -.126) and monitoring (range = -.145 to -.202) were negatively associated with deviance across samples. Again, closeness was unrelated to deviance. In addition, consistent with expectations, low selfcontrol was positively associated with deviance across all samples (range = .352 to .496). Table 7 presents the standardized indirect effects provided by AMOS of family processes on deviance by study sample. The strongest indirect effect was observed between support and deviance (range = -.090 to -.135), followed by the indirect effects between monitoring and deviance (range = -.033 to -.046). Consistent with previous findings on direct effects, closeness essentially had no indirect effect on deviance. Table 7 also includes the total percentage variance explained in low self-control and in deviance by the model tested. Family processes explained between 7.1% and 10.7% of the total variance in self-control across samples (11.5% for the total sample). Together, family processes and low self-control accounted for between 22.3% and 35.9% (25.2% for the total sample or a simple average of 31.0% based on each sample) of the total variability in deviance across samples.
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DISCUSSION
Surprisingly few studies have tested what is perhaps a more complete model of selfcontrol theory, namely one that includes the effects of family processes on self-control and deviance and the effects of self-control on deviance (cf. Gibbs et al., 1998 Gibbs et al., , 2003 Hay, 2001; Hope et al., 2003; Polakowski, 1994; Pratt et al., 2004 ). The current investigation tested a comprehensive model based on self-control theory in seven different cultural and national samples based on cross-sectional data. More specifically, we were interested in examining the predicted direct and indirect effects of closeness, support, and monitoring on self-control and measures of deviance and whether these relationships in effect replicated across different cultural and national contexts in middle and late adolescents from Europe, Asia, and the United States. The process of generalizing these hypothesized relationships by the General Theory of Crime across cultural and national contexts is itself one of the key tenets of the theory (Vazsonyi, 2003a) , one that has found some previous empirical support in the self-control-deviance association (Vazsonyi, 2003b; Vazsonyi & Crosswhite, 2004; Vazsonyi et al., 2001 but one that has not been extended to include measures of socialization.
Several key findings were made in the current investigation. First, the evidence indicated that the specified model to test the importance of family processes in predicting low selfcontrol and deviance fit the data largely equally well across all seven samples. Although we did find some evidence of differences based on multigroup analyses (in the χ 2 statistic), all alternative fit indices (e.g., CFI or RMSEA) generally provided support for the invariance hypothesis across the tested cultural groups within the United States and across national groups. Second, again consistent with theoretical predictions, we found evidence of both direct and indirect effects of family process measures on deviance. More specifically, support and monitoring were negatively associated with low self-control and with deviance; however, closeness had little additional explanatory power above and beyond the other two family process measures. Given the size of the indirect effects of family processes on deviance, we can conclude that the effects of early socialization efforts in the home are carried through self-control to affect deviance. It is important to note that this finding is consistent with work by Gibbs and colleagues (2003) , though inconsistent with an earlier study by the same group. Finally, we found that closeness, support, and monitoring together explained almost 12% of the variability in low self-control based on the total sample. We also found that together the combined direct and indirect effects of support and monitoring and the effect of low self-control accounted for more than 25% of the variance in deviance across the study samples (total sample); this is a remarkable amount of variance explained while controlling for effects by age, sex, family structure, and SES. The socialization efforts we examined together with self-control explained a sizeable amount of variance in deviance, though this still leaves much unexplained. However, this is not inconsistent with the theory or with previous work on the theory. For example, Vazsonyi (2003b) documented how there continues to exist great variability in a sample characterized by low self-control in measures of deviance and how perceived personal, interpersonal, and legal sanctions accounted for a substantial amount of this variance. This simply underscores the probabilistic nature of self-control, one important construct useful in the explanation of deviance, crime, and analogous acts. Gottfredson and Hirschi have repeatedly discussed this very issue, namely that self-control should not be considered a deterministic factor in our understanding of the etiology of crime and deviance but rather a probabilistic one, one that may even be context dependent. The following description of self-control by Hirschi and Gottfredson (2001) embodies this important point:
Those who have a high degree of self-control avoid acts potentially damaging to their future prospects, whatever the current benefits that these acts seem to promise. Those with a low degree of self-control are easily swayed by current benefits and tend to forget future costs. Most people are between these extremes, sometimes doing the things they know they should not do, other times being careful not to take unnecessary risks for short-term advantage. (p. 82) On the other hand, the magnitude of the effect of family process measures on selfcontrol was rather modest. Given that theoretically the family is key in the socialization process of adequate self-control, we expected to explain more variability in self-control than we did. This finding might indicate that other socialization processes are also important in understanding the development of and variability in self-control. This could also include additional effects by the school, for example, or other formal or informal social control mechanisms. As an alternative interpretation, stable intraindividual (or biological) characteristics, as previously suggested by Wiebe (2003) and Unnever et al. (2003) , for instance, play an important role in the development of or simply prediction of self-control. These characteristics are apparently unrelated to the parenting constructs we assessed in the current study. Still another plausible alternative hypothesis is that because our samples were mostly middle and late adolescents and thus removed from childhood-which Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990) identify as important in the development of self-controlthe observed effect between specific family processes and self-control was simply lower. However, this alternative explanation seems less likely. We would expect that the magnitude of association between family processes and self-control would remain fairly consistent over time, whether assessed at the age of 8 or later.
It is also important to briefly discuss the finding that our model specifications included some redundancy. More specifically, though parental closeness was related to low selfcontrol and deviance in the conceptually expected direction in bivariate analysis final structural models by sample that included all three family process measures provided evidence that closeness was no longer a statistically significant predictor of self-control or deviance once the effect by support and monitoring was included. This finding does not seem to detract from the theory's prediction of the importance of an affective bond between parents or caregivers and their children; rather, it simply seems to suggest that our hypothesized model included some redundancy through the use of three conceptually and analytically separate constructs.
In conclusion, the findings from the current study are remarkable in that they provide strong evidence of a cross-culturally (within the United States) and cross-nationally invariant etiological sequence, or at least pattern of associations, among key measures of family processes, low self-control, and deviance. Thus, they also support four main predictions by self-control theory, namely that family processes are predictive of self-control, that selfcontrol is predictive of deviance, that parenting also has direct effects on deviance, and that these relationships are largely invariant across seven groups of middle and late adolescents that can be best characterized as varying on indicators of SES, race, and national contexts. Final models accounted for between 22% and 36% of the total variance in deviance (25% for the total sample). At the same time, these encouraging findings also delineate new questions and provide a roadmap for next steps-namely, more conceptual and empirical work on the origins of self-control and additional work that considers other restraint mechanisms known to account for variability in crime and deviance, both proximal and distal to the actor.
Although we believe we have provided important new evidence to empirical tests of selfcontrol theory and studies on crime and deviance more generally, this investigation is not without limitations. First, the data were based on convenience samples, and thus findings need to be contextualized with this in mind. It is possible that probability samples from all seven different developmental contexts would produce different results from those observed here. Second, even though we implicitly tested a developmental idea that is part of self-control theory, we used cross-sectional data to do so and thus can not infer causality. As discussed, it is conceivable that patterns of associations, in particular between family processes and low self-control, were relatively low because samples included mostly middle and late adolescents. Thus, future work needs to address the same question in samples that include early adolescents (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) and perhaps even children, though then other challenges will need to be addressed, such as how to measure deviance or analogous acts. And finally, the data were collected using a single method, adolescent self-reports. Though a number of studies have established the validity of questionnaire data, these data are simply based on the perceptions of youth participating in the study. 12. I try to look out for myself first, even if it means making things difficult for other people. 14. I will try to get things I want even when I know it's causing problems for other people. 17. I'm not very sympathetic to other people when they are having problems.
Temper 21. I lose my temper pretty easily. 22. Often, when I am angry at people, I feel more like hurting them than talking to them about why I am angry. 23. When I'm really angry, other people should stay away from me. 24. When I have a serious disagreement with someone, it's usually hard for me to talk calmly about it without getting upset.
Note. Items 2 and 20 are included here because they were part of the original low self-control scale; however, they are italicized to indicate that they were not included in their respective scales for analyses in this study. 
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